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Secretary Perry: I wanted to talk with you today about the most significant
accomplishments of last year and what I see as the most significant problems
coming ahead for next year. I've debated and rung my hands about how to present
this, particularly with a diverse and probing group such as I'm talking with today,
and I'm going to proceed on a sort of hazardous course. Instead of making an
opening statement and then taking questions, I'm going to try to break my
comments into three categories. The categories are the themes that I've used in
various talks around the country, what I think my main jobs are. One of the
categories being preventing the reemergence of the nuclear threat; a second
category being mznaging the drawdown in the post Cold War era; and the third
category being managing the use of military force in the post Cold War era. I see
these as the three things, where I think of issues and problems I work on.

What I want to do is take them one at a time and each of them, briefly tick off
what I think are the significant accomplishments for last year, the significant
problems ahead the next year, then stop at that point and get questions on that
issue, then go on to the next. We may not get to the second and third scene if we do
it that way, but that's what I'm going to try to do anyway, and see if that works.

The first one is the reemergence of the nuclear threat. This has been a
significant year in that regard, I think. The framework agreement with North
Korea was certainly one of the big news items this year, and I think deservedly so.
1 think it's a very significant agreement.
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Quite clearly, one of the significant problems the next year will be getting
seriously into the implementation of that. Next year will be the big, the most
significant year in actually getting that off the ground and getting it implemented.
Significant problems in three different areas. Having the North Koreans carry out
their part of the agreement and getting it launched, getting the support, and in
particularly the very substantial financial support needed from the Japanese and
the Republic of Korea. And third, getting the support from within the U.S.
Government, particularly the Congress, for that agreement. Some members of the
Congress have already highlighted this agreement as skepticism at least.

So one big accomplishment in '94 and a significant challenge ahead of us in
'95, to get that program safely launched.

A related achievement has been the Project Sapphire which is getting the
transfer of the fissile material from Kazakhstan to Oak Ridge. That particular
event I don't see any special issues or problems in the coming year, but I do believe
there will be other opportunities like that ahead of us, probably additional
opportunities in 1995, and we intend to take advantage, to diligently search for and
take advantage of those opportunities as they arise.

The Trilateral Agreement which was reached at the beginning of the year, in
January, between the United States and Russia and Ukraine to remove the nuclear
weapons from the Ukraine was, I think, a major milestone. There are comparable
agreements made with Kazakhstan and Belarus.

Part of that accomplishment was the actual reduction that took place during
the year. The transfer of the S5-25s from Belarus to Russia, the beginning of the
transfer of the §S-18s from Kazakhstan, or the dismantlement of the SS-18s and
the dismantlement of the 85-19s and 24s in Ukraine.

The big challenge ahead in the coming year, particularly with Ukraine, is to
finish that job. We would like to see, would expect to see all three of those nations -
- Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine - non-nuclear nations, and we have invested
continual effort both at the detail level and at the political level to keep those
agreements moving along, and we'll continue to take that effort in the coming year.

A very important objective, in my judgment.

The Nuclear Posture Review I consider was a significant accomplishment
during '94. It was the first time in several decades that we have really, [the first
principles] review of our nuclear posture. The results that came out of that were
not a revolutionary change from the trajectory we were already on, but it did
present a strong rationale and philosophical basis on which all of our future
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planning is going to be based. The challenge this year will be simply to move
forward on that trajectory. I don't see that as being a terribly controversial issue
except in one element, and I think the principal debate in the coming year will be
on the extent to which we proceed on the anti-ballistic missile program.

One aspect of our Nuclear Posture Review is the extent to which we provide
defenses against nuclear weapons being directed at the United States. The course
we're on right now is to have a robust program moving towards theater missile
defenses, and an R&D program for the defense of the continental United States on
the theory that we have near term threats that affect our theater forces, but do not
have near term threats against the continental United States. That will be
challenged, and therefore, there will be substantial debate on that issue this year,
attendant to the submission of our '96 budget to the Congress on what our anti-
ballistic missile program ought to be.

Those, I believe, are the... Well, one other closely related issue is the whole
notion of what I have called a pragmatic partnership, sustaining this pragmatic
partnership with Russia. That's the course we've been proceeding on. Early in the
year I laid that out in a speech at George Washington University. The
philosophical underpinnings for that approach. It basically said that we believe
that Russia as a primary nuclear survivor of the former Soviet Union, that it was in
our pragmatic interest to maintain a constructive engagement with them not only
to help them in the dismantlement of the nuclear weapons which is being done
under the Nunn/Lugar program, but in assisting them in other ways, including our
efforts in defense conversion, for example. That program has been challenged and
will continue to be challenged by some of the members of the new Congress coming
in. So I will have, as I see it, a very substantial task to persuade the new Congress
that the course we're on, thie pragmatic partnership as I call it, is the proper course,
and that the benefits that come from that are well worth the price that we're

paying.

In particular, I will want to defend the Nunn/Lugar program as being a
program whose course... That we ought to stay steady on that course and proceed
forward on the Nunn/Lugar program as being the vehicle by which this nuclear
dismantlement is being done, and also the vehicle by which we are helping more
broadly in the demilitarization. For example, our program of funding the Russian
nuclear scientists so that they're not so apt to end up in Libya or Iraq or Iran.

I was reviewing the statements of a number of the new members of Congress
who are going on to what used to be called the Armed Services Committee. Now it's
called the House National Security Committee. A number of them have said that
they favor stronger defense and favor spending less money in aid to Russia. I think
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that means the Nunn/Lugar program, so I think, therefore, we'll have a number of
the members of our committee, which is probably one of the most important to this
Department, challenging one of the programs that we've proceeded on, so I consider
I will have a substantisl task in trying to persuade them that this program is a
good program for the country and the Defense Department to proceed on.

That summarizes the introductory comments I wanted to make on this
thematic issue of nuclear weapons and what we do to stop that nuclear threat from
reemerging. So I want to stop at this point and entertain questions which I hope
will be directed to this theme, with the idea that we'll be getting to other themes in
a few minutes.

Q:  You mentioned the ABM Treaty. As you know, a lot of the
Republicans see the ABM Treaty as a [fetter] to building robust missile defenses.
In a sense, some critics have said that the Administration's commitment to doing
missile defenses within the ABM has made that treaty, in a sense, beyond the
strategic aspect into a national theater missile defense treaty. In fact, the
Republicans have said they're going after that treaty.

Do you think the ABM Treaty has outlived its usefulness?

A No, I don't think that, Bill. I think we should consider what programs
we need to meet our national security needs, and then determine whether those
programs are a problem for the ABM Treaty. The programs that we are proposing
in FY96 and beyond, and particularly these TMD programs, cause & problem of
clarification in that treaty and we're seeking to get that clarified.

The clarification has to do with what constitutes a strategic ballistic missile
defense as opposed to theater. Some people have claimed that the program that
we're proceeding on can be used for strategic purposes or could be evolved into
strategic systems, and therefore fall under the treaty.

Our objective is not to say we have to, therefore, throw out the treaty; but
simply to get a clarification of the treaty with the other signatories of the treaty
which says these programs are sufficient. If we were not able to get that
clarification, then the point you're raising would be entirely correct.

Q:  What you call clarification, others have called altering of the ABM
Treaty as regards to boost-phase intercepts. Is that what you're talking about? 1
thought DoD wanted to change the ABM Treaty to specifically allow boost-phase
intercepts.

A:  Iconsiderit a clarification. But if the other parties to the treaty did
not consider it a clarification, then your point would be correct. That's going to be
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determined in I think the next few months in the discussions with the other
gignatories of the treaty. If our attempt to resolve this through those kinds of
discussions is not successful, then we will have to reconsider the question. But our
first approach to this is try to resolve it by discussions with the treaty signatories.
In my judgment that does not require a change in the treaty, but if it does in their
judgment, then we're faced with a different problem.

Q:  On the ongoing relationship with nuclear nations, Russia in
particular, are you comfortable with keeping the relationship on that level, given
what's going on in Chechnya?

A:  I'm not sure I understand, Susanne. Can you try that again?

Q:  Are you in any way troubled with the Administration’s stance that this
is an internal matter and that the United States should not be casting a... Saying
nothing about it, basically?

A I'm very much concerned about the crisis in Chechnya, but I do agree
with the interpretation that this is an internal affair of the Russians. It's an
internal affair which could loom large, though, if it turns out to be such a traumatic
internal problem that it causes upheavals outside of Chechnya and throughout
Russia. Then it could be a very important issue. But I do see this as an internal
issue with Russia. Therefore, provided it's not destabilizing beyond the scope of
that activity, provided we don't have that destabilization, I do not see it as affecting
our desire to have a pragmatic partnership with Russia.

Q:  The Russians have indicated that they aren't happy with the CFE
treaty precisely because they want to (inaudible). Now there are other former
Soviet Republics — Ukraine, Moldova, and others — have also indicated they're
unhappy with the treaty. Is the treaty in jeopardy?

A:  We're not considering renegotiating the treaty. That would be almost
too difficult to conceive how you could get all of the nations back sitting down and
starting on a whole new treaty agreement. There's no simple, straight forward way
of renegotiating that treaty. There is some flexibility in the treaty for
interpretation. The nations have been working together in London to try to see if
they could come up with an interpretation which is mutually agreeable by the
parties involved.

They have made some progress in that in the last number of months, but
have not yet reached the stage where Russia is satisfied... They've narrowed the
scope of the disagreement down quite a bit, but there still ig, Russia stll is
unsatisfied with the position this leaves them in relative to being abie to provide
what they consider to be sufficient armored personnel carriers in particular in the
southern region of the country.
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So that's a problem that's going to be ahead of us for '95. It could well be
listed as one of the challenges of '95, trying to get this resolved [inaudible] because
we would very much like to maintain the CFE Agreement. I do not see the prospect
of renegotiating that agreement, though.

Q:  Your adviser, [inaudible] told [inaudible] this morning that there's
probably a greater threat of the use of a nuclear weapon against us or someone else
in the next ten years than there was during the Cold War. Would you agree with
that statement?

A: The reason we have this very substantial emphasis on trying to keep
the nuclear threat from reemerging is because we do see that the dynamics that are
created by the break-up of the Soviet Union have caused weapons to appear in
many different countries now. The dynamics caused by the internal stability in
some of those countries creates an increased risk that fissile material, for example,
will be transported across boundaries. Indeed, we've seen some instances of that in
the last few months.

For those reasons, therefore, we have placed primary emphasis on trying to
prevent that from happening. That's what the Nunn/Lugar program, among others,
is primarily directed to try to minimize that risk.

This is a matter of substantial concern, and that's why it's listed as the first
in our priorities, preventing this nuclear threat from reemerging. And it's not just a
matter, as it was during the Cold War, of deterring the major nations and using
nuclear weapons against the U.S., taking a whole set of actions that prevent the
bombs, the fissile material, and the technology from spreading to many other
countries. That's a primary objective of our program. That risk is higher today
than it was five years ago.

Q: Can you talk about any repeats of Project Sapphire? There's been
some speculation about what price had to be paid. Can you share anything with us
on whether it's affordable to go around the former Soviet Union and buy up all
these pieces of nuclear material?

A: ] cannot share the information with you as to what price was paid, but
I will tell you that if we had another opportunity like that, or even two or three
more like that, I would recommend taking advantage of them. That is, I think the
price paid was well worth the benefits achieved, the reduced risk.

Also, there will be some, in a sense, recovery of those costs at such time as
we're able to process material and sell it for the use in conventional power plants. I
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don't want to over-simplify that. There's a set of complicated issues in taking that
next step, but at least there is the potential of cost recovery from that.

So some of that cost might be simply a price you pay for the benefit, but some
of the cost will simply be putting the money down and then recovering it later on.

Q: Do you find it relatively plausible to wrap the Energy Department into
the DoD?

A: I don't find that an attractive prospect at all. I hope it does not
happen. I think DOE is doing a very good job of running the nuclear weapon
program. There's a real synergism to the combination of nuclear weapons and
nuclear power because of the similarity of the technologies involved and the
processes involved and the facilities involved. We've got enough on our platter to
worry about in the Defense Department without taking on that whole set of issues.

I'm ready to pivot over to the next subject now, if you are, which is managing
the defense drawdown.

We've had several, I think, very important accomplishments this year and
many real challenges ahead of us next year.

I'd start off with, this was the first year in which we really had to implement
the Bottom-Up Review. That is we put together a budget based on the Bottom-Up
Review, defended that budget, and then started executing programs based on that
budget. I think in some ways, one of the more salutary achieverents of the year
was that we put in a budget which was honest. That is, it reflected our best
judgment as to... We made the best comparison we could make between the request
for resources and the programs that we said we needed to do. There was one
qualification on that. The out-year budget, as you all know, had a wedge in it. To
me, that was the biggest deficiency, the biggest limitation of that budget. In that
respect, it deviated from my pledge to put together an honest budget. It was
honest, but it had one part that was undefined, and that was unsatisfactory.
Except for that wedge issue, it was a budget which was our best reflection on the
resources needed to carry out the Bottom-Up Review.

So when I went forward to the Congress to defend that budget, I was able to
provide a philosophical basis for what it was that, why we were requesting these
extra funds, and I defended it on that basis.

This year I will be defending the budget again. This time it will be the FY96
and beyond budget. This time it will be a fully honest budget. That is, it will fully
reflect, the funding reflected will fully reflect our best judgment of what it will take
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to do these programs, and these programs, in turn, will reflect the Bottom-Up
Review.

The only reason I'm able to do that is I was able to get the President to agree
to this $25 billion plus-up late in the year, and also we got somewhat of a break in
the inflation estimates in that the CBO estimates for inflation this year turned out
to be slightly less than they were at a comparable time last year. By those two
means we were able to put together a budget which not only removed the wedges
from the budget. That is, everything was laid out in a congruent match between
resources and programs, but we were able to include in that budget two initiatives
which were very important to me, and which I announced to you earlier in the year.

One of them was a quality of life initiative and the other was the so-called
readiness initiative.

I reviewed the budget two days ago, Monday, with the Service Chiefs and the
Service Secretaries — the Army, the Navy, the Air Force. This is something we
always do before I finally submit the budget to the President. The first question I
asked each of them was in this budget as it now stands, for FY96, I was trying to
focus my question on FY96, will you be able to maintain forces that will be ready?
The answer to the question was "yes" from each of the four services, including the
Marines. Each of them pointed out that if there were contingency operations
during the year which had to be funded out of this budget, then those contingency
operations had to be funded by supplementals.

The difference between that situation and the last quarter of FY94 where we
ran into readiness problems last year was, first of all, the '94 budget was not funded
as fully on readiness. That is, there were risks and chances taken in putting that
budget togather relative to the readiness, and secondly, the continger.cy operations
which were going on in the 4th quarter of the year were not funded until after the
year was over. So all of the services had to make a decision on what to do about
that, and what they did about it was they simply canceled the training events
which they dare not assume they were going to get funded the next month. So they
canceled it.

This budget should accommodate that, but it still leaves the challenge of how
do we deal with the contingency operations. The first way of meeting that
challenge is we will put in a supplemental very early in the year, and in my
discussions which I've already had with the heads of the congressional committees,
I have gotten strong indications from them that they will support an early
consideration of those supplemental requests. With the goal of having the
supplementals funded in the April time frame. That will be soon enough that we
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will not have to curtail any of the training activities that might otherwise have been
a problem. So that's the first.

The second is that I also have discussed with the committee chairmen and
the ranking minorities formulating some legislative initiative which gives us a
better way of dealing with the funding of contingency operations. We don't have a
formula for how to do that yet. We have several different ideas about how it might
be done. AllI can say at this stage is I believe I can get the committee chairmen
and the ranking minorities working with me on a very constructive basis to try to
find a legislative way of dealing with that problem more effectively.

Q:  Does that cover warfighting as well as non-warfighting? When you
talk about contingencies, you talk about non-warfighting, peacekeeping, and
humanitarian? Or does that include...

A: It would be any contingency operation which would otherwise be
funded out of O&M. A question which I haven't gotten to yet, another challenge is
what kind of contingency operation we're going to do and how do we consult with
Congress and get their support. I'll get to that point, Bill.

But from a point of view of simply avoiding the raid on O&M that hits
readiness, it will have to apply to any contingency operation.

Still on the budget question, one of the interesting challenges that's coming
up, an achievement in the FY95 budget, an achievement this year, was basically
getting the budget we asked for, the level of budgets we asked for. I think that was
partly because it was an honest budget and it was tied to something we could
defend. Butin any event, it's absolutely critical to be able to do intelligent planning
in the Defense Department, to have some correspondence between the budget, the
planning you do and the reality of the budget. That has not been the history in the
Defense Department. For the last two years we have been able to achieve that, and
I'm counting strongly on being able to achieve that in the coming year as well.

My challenge, then, will be to have this budget, the budget which is approved
by Congress, closely resemble the budget we're submitting. That is going to be a
challenge because, and many of the members of the new Congress have already told
us they will challenge this budget, and to me in a very interesting way, by saying
they're going to increase the levels in the budget.

I want to make three comments on the question of how would I respond to
somebody saying how would you like to have another $5 billion or $10 billion. That
is, ] construe my job in budgeting, in programs as first of all, and most importantly,
is resource allocation. The priority determination. That's primarily what I get paid
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to do when I put budgets together is make judgments about which issues are more
important and which are less important. That's what this whole process has been
about for the last couple of months, making those kind of priority judgments.
They're hard to make, but it's crucial we make those. We have developed, I know, a
good system, and I believe, perhaps, the best system I've seen in operation in the
Pentagon, and I've watched through many administrations, in actually making
those priority determinations of how you allocate the resources. So at any level of
resources, that is a crucial management task, and I think we are doing that, have
done it very well and will continue to do it well.

The second is how effectively you spend the money. That's the second big
part of the management job. I'm going to be talking about that one more precisely.
But I think those are the two tasks which the Secretary of Defense and his team are
responsible for. It's being a responsible steward for the taxpayers' money. The
allocation of the resources and the management of effective spending of it.

The Secretary of Defense has not a whole lot to say about what the level of
the budget is. He recommends, but he is not the final determinant. For that
matter, the President is not the final determinant. The final determination is done
in the Congress as to what the level of the budget is,

My responsibility relative to the level of the budget, as I see it, is primarily to
give an honest description of what kind of defense can be achieved at that level. So
that when Congress finally makes a determination and makes it on the best
possible judgment of what it is they're going to get and what it is they're not going
to get, and you have to, first of all, be competent to do that. You have to have really
done your homework properly in putting it together. Second, you have to be willing
to be honest inlaying it out for the Congress. This is what youl get, this is what
you won't get, and this is the consequence of not getting it. I'll do my best to do
that.

If the budget is too low, that will involve being willing to send out warnings,
danger signals. This is going to cause a very serious problem if this program is not
done, if this level is not achieved. So that's what my responsibility will be in
determining the level of the budget. That's giving the best description I can give of
what the consequences of a budget, and when necessary and appropriate, sending
the warning signals out that if you don't do this program these are the
consequences and I strongly urge against it.

Let me get back briefly to the question of effective management of the

resources. There are three accomplishments during the year which will require
substantial follow-up and will have very big challenges in the coming year. The
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first of those was acquisition reform. We got, I believe, landmark legislation last
year. This was a result of very unusual and very effective cooperation between the
executive and the legislative branch. That is, the joint program in putting this
legislation together. Also, excellent cooperation between Republicans and
Democrats. This was a true, bipartisan legislation. There was no coloring of
parties in the Congress on their support for that legislation. So this is an area
where we have good support.

The challenge is not getting the support in the Congress, the challenge is
implementing it. It's a very difficult program to manage. That could change... It's
not just a matter of changing a few regulations or procedures, it's changing the
culture by which we buy equipment. We have a very major effort underway, have
had for some number of months, even preceding the passing of this legislation, to
make that change in the culture. We started even before we had the legislative
change to change the way in which we, to pivot over from the use of military
specifications to industrial specifications. That was the first step in the direction of
going over to commercial buying practices and procedures. So that's going to be a
major challenge.

We have in place now an acquisition team which I believe is the most
competent that has ever been assembled, including back during the period when I
was the Acquisition Executive. This team, I think, is better under Paul Kaminski
who is an absolutely splendid Acquisition Executive, the Under Secretary of
Defense. In each of the three services we have first class acquisition executives;
and Colleen Preston, Deputy Under Secretary, is promoting acquisition reform.
And most importantly, I believe we have the Service Chiefs and the Service
Secretaries fully behind it too. so we have an opportunity to really make this
happen,

The second area for improving the effectiveness of what we're doing is in
reducing infrastructure. We made very good progress, I believe, last year in
implementing the BRAC, the base closing, not only the '93 BRAC but the ‘91 and
the '88 as well. One of the real innovations, I believe, of this Administration has
been undertaking some real responsibility for helping the communities respond to
base closing, helping them pursue the conversion that they had to go through in
that area. We've put a very major effort underway to do that. It has been, I think,
quite successful. I would cite, in particular, the establishment at Fort Ord of the
new campus of the California State University. From the time we and the
community decided this was a good thing to do to the time we actually conveyed the
title and went through all of the legal changes that needed to be done, it was just a
matter of really five or six months. That's going to be, I think, a showpiece of what

11
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can be done in the conversion of these bases to very effective and very productive
uses in the civil area.

We will have another, in '95 we have two challenges. One of them is
continuing to execute on the previous base closures, and then, of course, we'll have
BRAC '95 to go through with a new proposal for base closing. It's going to be of
significant size. We've already closed all of the ones that were relatively easy to
close so this will be a painful process, but it must be done. We have reduced the
infrastructure less than 20 percent while we have reduced the size of the force more
than 30 percent, so we have a disparity between those two and we need to make
that further reduction or we will have a disproportionate amount of the defense
budget going to overhead as opposed to being used for the fighting forces.

I think that's probably all I want to say in a preliminary way about that. Let
me throw it open to questions.

(END OF SIDE)

Q:  ..base closing (inaudible) approval of the (inaudible). Have you met
with them or are you going to meet with them? Do you see this as (inaudible)?

A:  We've had some informal discussions with them at this point. I would
forecast that we will have a successful BRAC '95. That is, the commission will come
together. We will make the proposals to it, and I think ultimately they will be
accepted by the Congress. But there's going to be some turbulence in getting from
here to there.

Q: Do you still see it as the scope you predicted earlier, where it would be
almost as much as the three previous rounds combined?

A:  The services have not yet finished their proposals on this, but the
general guidelines they were working on in putting it together would suggest a base
closing about the size of last years. I don't want to make that as a forecast, because
we don't have targets. We don't have goals as to what the size should be. Each
service is looking at it based on what they see as their needs for getting
infrastructure and overhead out of the system. But I think it's reasonable to expect
that it's going to be approximately comparable to the size of the last one.

Q: I'm not sure what your answer to that congressman would be when he
says, "Mr. Secretary, I want to give you another $12 billion," as Senator Thurmond
proposed yesterday. Are you going to say no, I don't want it? Or that's not within
our target?

A I'm going to say for the program that we are proposing to you, I believe
this program will meet our national security needs. IfI did not believe that, I

12
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would not be proposing it. It will be easy enough to discuss on a program-to-
program basis. If ke proposes to add such and such a program, I can describe to
him what are the benefits of adding that program. The question of what the size of
the budget is is tied to what the size of the federal deficit is, what the tax programs
are. It's a program really beyond the scope of any Cabinet member to make a
determination on. I have to limit my comments on this to explaining to him that
the program we're submitting to him is a program which, in my judgment, will meet
the national security needs of the United States. If he would like, in addition to
that program, to build 100 B-2s, say, I can describe to him what incremental benefit
that will make with the national security of the United States, but I can also tell
him that I do not believe that's necessary to the national security of the United
States. I don't know how to deal with the question other than that.

Q:  You're saying it's one of priorities rather than an overall level? Is that
where the arguments are going to be?

A:  Ibelieve the primary debate is going to be on priorities. Many of the
people who have criticized the defense budget are not criticizing the level of it so
much as the content of it. They're saying you should spend more money on weapon
systems and less on readiness, or O&M. Or you should spend more on weapon
systems and less on environmental programs. That kind of an issue I'm perfectly
prepared to debate because I do not believe we are proposing to spend unnecessary
money on environmental compliance, or unnecessary money on Nunn/Lugar, for
example. I believe those are very important to our defense.

I'm quite prepared to defend the content of the program.

Q:  Legislation to ease the impact of contingencies on operations.
Secretary Aspin proposed in his first budget a sinking fund which weuld do that,
$300 million, I think, in the '93 request, precisely to prevent this. The committees
turned him down more or less philosophically, that they did not want to have
unallocated chunks of money out here for people to fool around with. How do you
get around that basic problem? How do you get them to give you money in advance
for things they don't know what it's going to be for?

A: That's what we will be discussing with them. They will want, I expect,
to put some kind of strings on it. We'll have to discuss how you could craft a
legislation which would make the money available and still let them feel they have
some control over the way the money is being spent.

I have heard two or three different proposals of how that might be done, some

coming from the Executive Branch and some from the legislation. There has been
no convergence on that yet. There's no question over the next couple of months
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we're going to be discussing that, and I'm fairly optimistic we'll come to closure on
it.

Q:  On contingency operations, in addition to the money there's also the
human factor. Some Republicans in Congress have made the assessment that U.S.
forces have simply been over-extended in the past year. You've visited several
bases. T'm sure you've gotten some first hand opinions on that situation. Do you
agree with that assessment? And how do you determine at which point the
OpTempo becomes unacceptable in terms of the human factor?

A: 1 agree that some units and some specialties have been over-extended.

The operating tempo has been too high either for the unit or for the individuals
involved. My approach to that has been finding ways of dealing with that problem
on & unit-to-unit basis rather than saying... I don't believe the only way to deal
with the problem is simply having more defense dollars. Several of the particular
things we're doing on that, one of which is making a greater use of our reserve
forces to relieve active duty units that are over-extended. Another is fairly simply
and straight forward to describe. Itis rotating active units which are under-
utilized to take the place of active units which are over-utilized. For example, A-10
units. In Europe they may be on a 60 percent use factor; whereas A-10 units in the
United States may be only on 10 percent. So we are exploring ways of getting that
equalized better. That involves deploying units from the States to Europe or to
CINCPAC to relieve units that are being overly deployed.

The problem in Europe is fairly easy to describe. Five years ago when units
went over to Europe, they went over there ad just hunkered down and stayed there
for their tour. Now they go over, and that is a base from which they are forward
deployed. They go from there to Provide Promise or Southern Watch or (inaudible)
Warrior, and some of those units, by no means all of them, but some of those units
are doing it at a very high risk factor, some of them as high as 60 percent. That's
too high. Not only is there a lot of stress on the people involved because they're
away from their families, away from their homes a high percentage of the time, but
it takes them out of their training cycle. Even though pilots are flying, and you
might say well, they're keeping their proficiency up because they're flying, they're
not going through training in air-to-air combat. So some part of their proficiency is
going downhill. That's the problem we're trying to golve, and I think we will make
substantial progress on solving that within the levels of budget we're talking about.

There's no question if we bad a larger force and more funds, it would be
easier to solve, but that shouldn't relieve me and the Service Chiefs of the burden of
managing our resources better to deal with that problem. That's what we're trying
to do.
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Q: In the context of adaptive force packaging, how do you evaluate it? Is
it a success or a shortcoming for this year?

A: I thought the Haiti operation was a singular success in that regard. 1
say singular because it was adapted to that particular problem. We may never use
that particular approach for any other contingency that we face.

What I liked about it was that it was just that, it was adapted to the very
particular situation. It cut across service lines, it cut across organizational lines,
and it gave us the opportunity not only to explore this in theory, but actually use it
in an operation. So I think that was a particularly good example of it.

Let me use that to segue into the third theme, which is the use of force for
national security interests. There have been some achievements during the yearin
that, and some very big challenges coming up for next year.

Let me go at the lowest end of the spectrum which is humanitarian
operations. Rwanda, I think, was one of the times we sent our military forces out to
deliver humanitarian aid. One of the achievements, I think, during the year was
that we specified, we took that request for support to specify what are the
conditions in which it is appropriate to use military forces for humanitarian aid.
That criteria which was applied to Rwanda, will be applied to similar situations in
the future. It has to be an emergency of substantial proportions, one in which the
military has a unique capability to meet, one of which has at some time urgency
involved with it, and one in which we can execute and then get in and get out
again. Execute a specific set of objectives and then leave. All of those things were
true in Rwanda.

I might point out that when I went over to the Cengress to consult with them
on Rwanda, many of the congressmen were opposed to that because they feared it
was going to become ancther Somalia. It was going to be a sink for just putting in
people and resources and never finding a way of ending it. When I told them
precisely what our objectives were, and told them we were going to limit it to that,
and then do the job and leave, they were open-minded, but still skeptical. Their
skepticism was well placed. Indeed, the last few weeks in Rwanda, there were
pressures from many directions to stay on longer, to do more, to do something else.
While you're over there, why don't you do the following. There were substantial
pressures to convert that into a peacekeeping operation. Our forces, just by their
presence, provided stability. They did provide peacekeeping. But we went over
there to provide pure water to stop the cholera epidemic. We did that, and then we
gent our forces. We turned that function over to the relief agencies, which were
then able to follow up on it, and then we left.
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The fact that we successfully did that and stuck with our objectives I think is
going to be very useful in future operations. '

That gets back to the question you were asking earlier. 1 think the new
Congress coming in has already challenged operations other than war. My belief on
that is that another situation like Rwanda comes up and I go and explain again,
here are the narrow circumstances under which we are going in, here is the in and
out scenario, and look back to Rwanda. That's what we promised you and that's
what we did.

I think we will be successful in getting approval for it. It's the sliding down
the slipper slope from a humanitarian to a peacekeeping into a war that people 1
think were most concerned about. It's not that they were really opposed to our
going over and stopping the cholera epidemic in Rwanda.

So I think we're going to be able to deal adequately with that one.

Now if I go the next level up, the peacekeeping operation we went into in
Haiti, this was, I wouldn't say it was a suigenerous operation, that we're never
going to be requested to do peacekeeping again, but it had some unusual and
possibly unique features to it. It was in our own hemisphere. Therefore, we had a
special concern and special interest in doing it. In fact the best demonstration of
that is that the pressures to send peacekeeping forces into Bosnia we resisted all
year long because it wasn't in our own hemisphere, and it was not the same
immediacy of a problem to us.

It's not clear to me that we're going to have the same pressures, the same
requirements to send peacekeeping forces in next year that we had this year. This
year was a very busy year for contingency operations. I would like to believe that
maybe it was atypical in that regard. In any event, we had a very special situation
with Haiti. We executed it, I think, well. We also were very diligent in having an
exit strategy. We've gone from slightly over 20,000 troops down to just under 6,000
in a very short time. By the time the Congress meets again in January, we'll be
down to only a few thousand. The debate, I think, of Haiti will be not over whether
we did the multinational force part of this operation appropriately, but whether we
ghould participate in the UN peacekeeping force which will go on some time early
next year until the presidential elections which I think are January of '96.

So the challenge there will be to sustain our view that we should participate

in UNMIH, the UN mission in Haiti to the extent of providing a few thousand
troops and a commander for that force. I will advocate that we do that. I do expect
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Two other challenges during the year. An achievement and then a challenge.
The achievement, I ihink, was rescuing 26,000 Cubans at sea. The challenge is

what to do with them. That's what we will be facing this year. I don't have much to
say about that at this time except I regard that as a very important problem for the
whole U.S. government to work on. The Defense Department has the task of being
the custodians of them at this stage, but the problem of resolving them is a problem
that is more in the Justice Department and State Department than in the Defense
Department. We will work diligently with them to try to get a solution for that
problem.

The last comment to make here, ending on a high note in Bosnia... The big
accomplishment, it would seem to me, over the year was that stuck to our guns, so
to speak, and did not become a participant in a war in Bosnia. We did not become
even a participant in the ground UN forces, the UNPROFOR, the peacekeeping
forces in Bosnia,

The problem, of course, is that with our very limited participation which was
being one of the contact group and trying to promote a peace plan, and being one of
the NATO force which, in & very limited way, could provide some, was designed to
lower the level of violence in Bosnia, we had very limited objectives. I believe we
achieved those objectives. But the objective of actually bringing about a peace
agreement and stopping the war and stopping the killing, we have very limited
leverage with those limited objectives to achieve that, and therefore it was not
achieved.

So the challenge during this coming year will be to do what we can to try to
achieve that peace agreement, but without taking the step of getting involved with
a wer in Bosnia, and without serding thousends of troops in on a peacekeeping
operation for which there is no peace agreement. That is, putting a peacekeeping
force in the middle of a war.

We have probably received as much criticism for the Bosnia operation as
almost anything we're doing. But it's important to step back, and I hope this
doesn't sound defensive. We have not made what I think would have been a major
mistake of sending, of getting enmeshed, involved in the war there. We have not
gotten involved in a peacekeeping, participating in the peacekeeping forces that are
in the middle of a war. We have been successful in limiting the violence through
our limited participation in the NATO operation. That's primarily through Deny
Flight, which is never reported, because there aren't any bombings going on. But
were we not conducting Deny Flight there would be bombings going on and you'd be
seeing mass bombings of Bosnian cities.
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were we not conducting Deny Flight there would be bombings going on and you'd be
seeing mass bombings of Bosnian cities.

We can gincerely hope that through the efforts of the contact group and
through perhaps the belief by the combatants that they have been fighting the war
long enough, that there will be a peace agreement reached in Bosnia this year. But
I want to stress again that there's nothing that we are doing that puts us in the
position to force that outcome, to determine that outcome. We're only trying to
influence it.

Q:  Congress can influence that the wrong way by breaking the arms
embargo. What's your feeling on that? Is there any chance of beading that off?

A: 1 continue to believe that as difficult as the UNPROFOR task is, it is
providing a very useful benefit. That is, the war would be much worse and could
possibly spread beyond Bosnia in the absence of UNPROFOR. Therefore, as
frustrated as people are with UNPROFOR, I believe it is performing a valuable
function.

If Congress forces a unilateral lifting of the arms embargo that would,
without question, cause most of the nations supporting UNPROFOR to leave. It
would probably lead a dissolution of UNPROFOR. I believe it would lead to a
widening in the war and in intensification of the war. Therefore, I think it's an
undesirable outcome.

We will make that argument as strongly and as effectively as we can to
Congress, that unilaterally lifting the embargo is a bad idea. That's going to be one
of the big challenges this year is trying to make that argument effectively, because
the momentuin in the Congress to move in that direction seems tc me to be very
strong. It's born of the frustration which is easy to identify with. The frustration
that this war has been going on for almost three years now and hundreds of
thousands of casualties and probably millions of refugees.

It's important, however, to distinguish between a frustration of that result
and the belief that an action you're taking is going to improve it. My concern is
unilateral lifting of the embargo will make that situation worse, not better. If we
truly want to determine an outcome to that war and bring it to an end, we have to
prepare to take an action which we're not prepared to take, which is sending in
ground combat forces to force an end to the fighting.

Q:  On Haiti, looking at the general success of the mission over the last

several months, has it led you to reconsider the Defense Department’s general
opposition to that mission and your specific advice against (inaudible)?
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A:  First of all, Tom, I don't think I've ever commented and would not now
comment on what advice I gave to the President on Haiti. I will be very clear to you
that in my discussions with the President on Haiti, I laid out all of the difficulties of
executing Haiti, all of the problems that could occur in Haiti, and laid out very
clearly the resources necessary to accomplish it, which included an insertion of
20,000 troops, possibly under conditions which very likely be resisted. That is, we
thought we were going to go in with forceful entry. Indeed, as you know, we were
embarked on a forceful entry when we got the last minute agreement.

When I considered the downside, the problems that could occur, our planning
did its best to try to anticipate those and head them off or be prepared to deal with
them if they occurred. The results have been much more positive than I had
expected, I think for three reasons. First of all, the fact that we were able to goin
as friends instead of invaders made an enormous difference on the outcome; but
getting the agreement that Carter and Nunn and Powell were able to get at the
11th hour substantially reduced the prospects of the down side.

Secondly, the planning for them, and preparing for those contingencies I
think helped prevent... We went in with a very large force. Had we been more
sanguine about how this was going to go, we would have gone in with a much
smaller force. I think that overwhelming force that we went in with had a lot to do
with it.

The third, which wasn't really a surprise except in the degree in which it
worked out so well, the third was that we were very concerned about the fact that it
wasn't just dealing with Port-au-Prince. There are hundreds of communities all
over Haiti, and how were we going to bring the effectiveness of the U.S. military in
maintaining stability during a transition period to all of those hundreds of
communities? That has gone very well. We anticipated the problem, we put the
right units to deal with it which was our civil military units of our special
operations forces. We sent one and two squads of people out to each of dozens of
towns out there. So we anticipated the problem, we took the right action. But that
has worked out much better than I had anticipated it would. I think it's partly
because we are regarded as friends, not as invaders, but partly because these units
are very, very good.

It's an untold story of the Haitian war, and the media is not doing a good job
on this at all. Some of ycu ought to go down there and spend a couple of days with
some of these squads that are living out there and essentially managing a town of
10,000 people. Managing meaning seeing to the police department, the fire
department, the sanitation department, the roads department, the water
department, organizing the Haitians there to get all of those things done and
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overseeing it properly. This will be maybe a squad of 12 people that just show up,
perhaps headed by a lieutenant or perhaps by a first sergeant. Two or three of
them will speak Creole.

The town that I visited there where that's being done, it's just some sort of
minor miracle how well that's working.

Q:  If we could ask you about, one of the first steps, I believe, when you
came in was to realign some of the forces that were on the ground in Korea, and you
had asked for some changes in terms of supplies, things sent in, aircraft,
helicopters, that sort of thing.

Number one, can you give us an update about the situation there involving
the two pilots ~ the return of the body, and the potential return of Mr. Hall; and
also, are you concerned that this incident showed some problems in the ability of
the forces there to conduct their operation?

A:  The answer to the second question is no. It perhaps indicates a
problem with rules which we're using for conducting those kinds of flights. As you
know, those flights are being suspended by that battalion while we review that
whole set of procedures. Whether we have strict enough safeguards. But that we
need to conduct those kind of flights have no doubt at all. That's crucial to the
effectiveness of helicopter operations, getting that terrain familiarization.

The first part of the question was on...

Q:  The update on the situation.

A:  The North Koreans have agreed to send... We had a meeting in
Panmunjom yesterday. They will return the body of Chief Warrant Officer Hilemon
tomorrow at 10:00 a.m. Korean time. He'll be returned to Congressman
Richardson, and he and Warrant Officer Hilemon's body will return to the United
States then tomorrow. That's half of it. The other is the negotiations are
continuing about the release of Chief Warrant Officer Hall. We're pursuing that
intensively on many fronts. I can't discuss the details of that. But you can be sure
that our objective is to get him returned and returned very quickly.

Q:  Anyindication at all from them that they are prepared to release him
quickly?

A: 1 don't want to answer that question, Charlie. I'll say that I have some
hopes that that will happen soon.

Q:  Itake it you have reason to hope.
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